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A. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.10, Project Access. 

B. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.9, Fire Management. 

C. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.6, Public River Access Features. 
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A 
A. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.1, Auburn-to-Cool Trail. 
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A 

A. A discussion of the assumptions, limitations, and simplifications inherent in the modeling
techniques utilized in the fish resources impact analyses can be found in the Draft
EIS/EIR (pages 3-57 and 3-58). 

Modeling represents the traditional approach to analyzing complex, long-term water
distribution issues in California, but the modeling outputs can only serve as planning
tools.  The modeling outputs used in the Draft EIS/EIR analyses can be used only for
comparative purposes, in which the relative potential impacts of two management
actions (alternatives) can be evaluated.  As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR (pg. 357),
modeling outputs used in the analyses are not intended for predicting actual river
conditions at specific locations at specific times.  Therefore, the implication in the
comment that validation of modeling outputs with actual future river conditions is
inconsistent with the intended use of model ouputs solely as comparison of alternative
operational scenarios. 

B. The PROSIM and the water temperature models utilized in the impact analysis in the
Draft EIS/EIR use mean monthly flows and water temperatures.  The models do not
allow for the quantification of daily flow and water temperature changes.  While a model
using daily timesteps may provide a greater degree of sensitivity, at this time, such a
model does not exist.  Therefore, the flow and water temperature models are not
intended to predict actual conditions which may exist under a project scenario.  Rather,
the PROSIM and water temperature models are employed to provide a “relative index”
for the potential impacts of two separate project scenarios.  Biases are equal among
alternatives and therefore allow the public and decision-makers to make meaningful
comparisons of alternatives.  A description of the model assumptions, limitations, and
simplifications can be found in the Draft EIS/EIR on pages 3-57 and 3-58. 

The PROSIM and temperature models represent the best tool available and an
accepted method of comparing potential actions and alternatives.  For example,
resource agencies utilize similar monthly timestep models in their analyses of potential
impacts when preparing biological opinions.  In addition, USFWS recently utilized a
PROSIM modeling technique to evaluate water resources impacts in the Trinity River
Mainstem Fishery Restoration DEIS/EIR.   

The use of monthly timestep models is appropriate for the discussion of impacts in a
comparative manner.  Creating an entirely new approach, or to have analyzed impacts
in an entirely qualitative fashion would not have been sufficient.  Absent any suggested
better method, the extensive modeling of the project scenarios is adequate for the
NEPA and CEQA-related impact assessments of the Proposed Project and alternatives.
The materials and analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR utilize the best available
scientific information and methodologies to assess potential project-related impacts. 
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D. The goal presented in the Draft EIS/EIR (pg. 3-16, paragraph 1) is not
correct.  The actual goal of the lower American River Flow Management Plan
is to increase the minimum release requirement for the river in conjunction
with establishing an adaptive management process for Folsom Reservoir and
lower American River operations, geared toward the protection and
enhancement of fish species of priority management concern.  Chapter 3.0,
Section 3.3.2.1, Hydrologic Framework, Lower American River, (pages 3-15
to 3-16) includes this correction.  This change does not alter the conclusions
presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

E. Information regarding PCWA’s return flows has been corrected in the Final
EIS/EIR, Chapter 3.0, Section 3.4, Water Supply.  This change does not
alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

C. Clarification regarding the impact and environmental protection measures
summary table is provided in the Final EIS/EIR, Chapter 2.0, Description of
Alternatives.  This change does not alter the conclusions presented in the
Draft EIS/EIR. 
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